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REMARKS 

The examiner removed the provisional double patenting rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 
et int'x t <o is . ilia ti 1 i m i' i j > h < - - - + o> 

1 Q/734,6 Id, and 10/734,617. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 

The examiner rejected Claims 1-4. 7-10, and 13-17, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
'> ) > u Umusi (USPN 6,786,863) in view ol s s v >s 695,77 

hereinafter Choy). 

In t > * pp « 1 gued that claim J w distinct over Ab iken 
separately or in combination with Choy. . . Abbasi did not "disclose a mannequin having life-like 
features." and that "Abbasi also does not disclose that the mannequin, comprises a body and a 
camera coupled to the body the camera for sending video signals to a communications network.", 
and pointed out that "Claim 1 further requires 'a set of goggles nt ading i displa> to render 
elect cat si ih epm&d&iyeof video received from the commnmcatiofis network and a 
transducer to transduce electrical signals representative of audio received from the 
communications network." 

The examiner argues that: "Applicant purports th it no< ere oes Ab 

ores rguing that Abba i sf 
human components fhe examines disagrees '* 

The examiner places too-much emphasis on the feature of the mannequin, which is not 
disclosed by Abbasi, and lads to address the other features of claim A namely, "mannequin 
having lite-like matures" and that ''the mannequin comprises a body and a camera coupled to the 
body the camera for sending video signals to a commnni cations network,", and pointed out that 
Can iume centos x >v v ideg j hsgta 1 so tc -menu si ds 

iresentative t eived fix he cornrnunicatio? k and a t cer to transt nee 

electrical t ludiort eived from the corona unit on network.' 



F 
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No combination of Abbasi with Choy describes or suggests that the nannequm comprises 
a body and a camera coupled to the body the camera tor sending video signals to a 

v St I S 1 „ ' [(' U < „i k 1 L ,!0 <S ; <■ v x < i ,s u 

representative of video received front the communications network and a transducer to transduce 
electrical signals represents ve of audio received from the communications network 

The thrust of Applicant's argument was not merely that Abbasi did. not disclose- a 
mai jequi > v n I corret bi rather th i Vbbas n eorofainati s i y does not 
si t o ! k „ci v >< l , in l 5 dsn do i v i v t < * S )hv ik 

goggles including a display receiving video from the network W i * ie T i „ < \, > 

separately or in combination, the concept of a virtual encounter, as expressed in claim 1, not 
merely virtual reality, as disclosed by Choy, is neither described nor suggested 
pati 



Claims are given their broadest > ess msbie hiterpretati m in nc.hi of the 
supporting disclose hffMOT 127 i W 1 04 1054-5 USPQ* 02 
28 (Fed. Or. 1997;. LSHtitatwits tippeariag in the specification bat not recited i» the 
claim are not read lata the claim. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, .1404-05, 162 USPQ 
541,55(0551 (CCPA i960}. See also in re Zietz, 893 F,2rf 3.19, 321-22, 13 USTQM 
1120, 3322 (Fed. Cir. 1 989 it is noted that according t Men - v , • s • 

i a" is deist) form represi « ti fig < 

especially for dhplayiag eloth.es. Accordingly, Abbasi discloses hartsan tip surrogate 
62 comprising a human tip model raoutfc cavity 80 having teeth, and racial hair (See 
Col. 5. lines 10-26; Rg. 2>. Thus, it is the examiner's po»sii«n (.bat banian lip 
surrogate described in Abbasi is a lnrsn representing part of a human figure. It is 
farther noted that the claims do not include a limitation thai requires an entire 
boman figure 



Applicant contends that any reasonable reading of the specification of Abbasi and 
\o >h« i <• on an J Jains by one skilled in the art would draw the conclusion that 

Kppbcaor* s s duecte* , i i luji.i! u t bod o s ^ - ireete 
simulated parts but neither to a body nor a mannequin. Indeed, the examiner's citation to 
Merrianv- Webster does not support the examiner's contention. 

The examiner further argues .that.; 



e» i ' > > i oi» were to Ite inierpt r-..- an e.oii t 

bod> rcpmcntatfoB L in:;- discloses a virtual encounter $ysk»n» that includes 

! , r ,< < , I !> (! i 1 li < < 

have a sexual experience with a virtual banian (See C'hoy, Cot. 2, lines 4-22). 

if . Ms bass's s-,» hum tarts ai tt conaU > » i 
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wo d have e« ui obvimi i >d !» lion foi 
Cfcoy's teachings. 



I of ordinary skill the art in light of 



ll^c exammu - iv\v mguc$ th} ' ' > u .1 s K c-i cam y< k *. - 
that Choy leaches a 'Moil" ami arguably one could say a mannequin, however again the examiner 
does not address the features of die claim. While some combination of these references may 
teach a neq 1 lakes the claims allowable, are the features tha em tequii 
r i s n< pled to d eb < 

V- I i ' 5! < i v < v O 1 N ]! > tdl 1 SJ S v v < v v hi 

representative of video received from the communications network and a transducer to transduce 
UeJ k . s? f- | evmat se m .rudm icecned from the communications network. 



Applicant's claim 2, as amended, limits the features in claim 1, the mannequin, the 
microphone, the transducer and the set of goggles as first ones, w n . the *ys em urfhej including 
a second mannequin in a second, different location ... a second microphone ... a second camera 
, anaase 1 . > „ ^ e-sul m claim 2. the 'rst M a ^ i m ioeo and 

audio signals from the camera and microphone on the second mannequin and tire second set of 
-m dc\ re. v c v. n «. i s <>p i I 5 ho .. irvij and microphone on the first mannequin. 
No combination of the references suggests these features. 

fhc examiner agues 



\s s * i < v 1 jM i <.\ i O i i ; i o > s i K I'll 

Cho] disclose the features of the camera \ phones and 

transducer providing signals and rendering signals in the manner claimed. 

Claims 3-4, 7-10 and 13-20 are allowable either because they depend directly or 
indirectly from claim 1 or contain analogous features as in claim 1 , 



fr , ' 



Regarding 

ai a first aivjstsoii wifh the camera hvino a first camera and the microphone hehsg a 
fot microphone and the display bci»g"the first display, the system farther 




ssoKiRXjuta having a second mh rephoac sad s second camera: and .i second display 
to receive the video signals from she first camera and a seeoml earphone to receive 
the audio signals from the first microphone (See Col. 4, lines 37-4"; Fig. I). 



The examiner rejected Claims 5-6 and 1 1-12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abbasi (USPN 6,786,863) in view of Choy et al (USPN 6,695,770; 
hereinafter Choy), further in view of Gutierrez (USPN 5,111,290). 

s q i lb <. kd u b ^ uav - ^ 1 ^ s ^ ! 
eye socket and claim 6 requires thai the body includes an ear canal and the microphone is 
positioned within the car canal, 't he examiner argues that: 

..An this es&e, the combination of Abbasi >inrf Choy disposes all of the claimed 
k . i t > v\ _<x i f . j i fy cii t the feature of {as per riant 
5 ami 6} positioning the earners in the eye socket of the body; (as per claims (? astd 
12) positioning She microphone i» an ear canal of the simulated both'. However, 
Cntierrea teaches a vtrttsai mannequin comprising a video camera concealed in the 
eye socked of the mannequin (Col. 1. lines S7-65}. In view of Gutierrez it would 
have been ebvsoos t« one of ordinary skill in the srt to modify the placement of the 
manneqnin camera and microphone described in the c.ombiaatioa of 'Abbasi and 
Choy, by conceahsig them within the manneqahi and thereby avoiding the 
msaUraettve appearance of the camera and microphone. 

The examiner acknowledges that combination of Abbasi and Chen d v s s t * k e\pj , ; 
discJose these features and relies on Gatierre/. Gudene teaches surve ic< system having: a- 
miniature television camera and a RF video transmitter mounted in a mannequin. 

Applicant contends that the motivation to combine Abbasi and Choy with Gutierrez is 
found only after examination of Applicant's invention through an improper application of 
hindsight reconstruction, in that the base reference Abbasi does not teach the mannequin in the 
first instance, and Choy does not teach the features of the video and audio over the 
eommunieations network (as pointed out above) and rone ot tl t refea tnces tea ses the peeiik 
features of the goggles. Therefore, the motivation is not sufficient, since Gutierrez is directed to 
a surveillance system, and placement of the camera in Gutierrez, is for the purpose of 
concealment, not to avoid an unattractive appearance as the examiner argues. In contrast, in 

i £ r the purpose of providing a life ke experie 1 i g the camera 
is > v v es v mo e tiv e\e le\d t K u os n s m \ p i > c dl t 

qui i 

Tire prior art made of record atKi not relied upon is seen as neither describing nor 
cgc.mm ci i v.v i entio j 
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